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1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

This report presents the results of a biological resources study conducted by HELIX Environmental
Planning, Inc. (HELIX) for the Alexandria Real Estate Equities’ (project proponent) proposed One
Alexandria North Project (project; PTS-0691942). The study was conducted to provide the City of San
Diego (City), resource agencies, and the public with current biological data for review of the proposed
project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to demonstrate compliance with
federal, state, and local regulations.

This report describes the project site’s current biological conditions, vegetation communities, plant and
wildlife species observed, and identifies sensitive resources. It also identifies special status species with
the potential to occur within and immediately adjacent to the project site. In addition, project impacts
are assessed, and mitigation measures are proposed to offset the proposed project’s unavoidable
significant impacts to sensitive biological resources.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The approximately 11.5-acre One Alexandria North Project site is located in the community of Torrey
Pines in the City of San Diego, San Diego County, California (Figure 1, Regional Location). It lies within an
unsectioned portion of Township 14 South, Range 4 West of the Del Mar U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
7.5-minute quadrangle map (Figure 2, USGS Topography). The site is generally located east of the Pacific
Ocean and south, west of Interstate (I-) 5, south of Del Mar, and north of La Jolla (Figure 1). The site is
specifically located at 11255 and 11355 N Torrey Pines Rd, La Jolla, CA 92037 (Accessor’s Parcel
Numbers [APNs] 310-110-13-00 and 310-110-14-00), west of Torrey Pines State Reserve (TPSR; Figure 3,
Aerial Vicinity). The site is located within the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan and Coastal Zone (Figure 4, Regional Context). Sections of the eastern portion of the
project site abut or encompasses portions of the Multiple-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA; Figure 4). U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-designated critical habitat does not occur within or near the proposed
project.

13 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of the redevelopment of the current National University — La Jolla, California
Academic Headquarters into a two-building research and development campus with supporting
amenities and a parking structure (Figure 5, Site Plan). Current property improvements include two
commercial buildings with two stories each, a stand-alone amenity building, tennis courts, a pool, and a
water quality basin and associated outfall. The two existing buildings at 11255 N. Torrey Pines Road and
11355 N. Torrey Pines Road and surrounding improvements will be demolished prior to

development. The total project floor area will be 256,500 square feet. The project permits would include
a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), a Site Development Permit, a Neighborhood Development Permit,
and a Tentative Parcel Map.

HELIX
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2.0 SURVEY METHODS

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Prior to conducting field surveys, HELIX conducted a thorough review of relevant maps, databases, and
literature pertaining to biological resources known to occur within the project vicinity. Recent and
historical aerial imagery, USGS topographic maps, soils maps (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA]
2020), and other maps of the project site and vicinity were acquired and reviewed to obtain updated
information on the natural environmental setting.

In addition, a query of special status species and habitats databases was conducted, including the
USFWS species records (USFWS 2021a), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2021), Calflora database (Calflora 2021), SanBIOS (County of
San Diego 2021), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
(CNPS 2021). The USFWS’ National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) was also reviewed (USFWS 2021b). Any
recorded locations of species, habitat types, wetlands, and other resources were mapped and overlaid
onto aerial imagery using Geographic Information Systems.

2.2 GENERAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY

An initial general biological survey of the project study area (i.e., the project site and an additional 100
feet adjacent to the site) was conducted by HELIX biologist Katie Bellon on January 4, 2021 (Table 1,
Survey Information). Vegetation was mapped on a 1”=150’ scale aerial of the site. A minimum mapping
unit size of 0.1 acre was used when mapping upland habitats, and 0.01 acre was used when mapping
wetland and riparian habitats. The study area was surveyed on foot and with the aid of binoculars.
During the general biological survey, Ms. Bellon assessed the habitat and site conditions for the
potential to support sensitive plant and wildlife species.

Table 1
SURVEY INFORMATION
Date Personnel Survey Type
. General Biological Survey, Vegetation Mapping,
January 4, 2021 Katie Bellon Habitat Assessment, Jurisdictional Assessment
January 4-6, 2021 Alexander Walsh Arborist Survey
April 12, 2021 Angelia Bottiani Spring Rare Plant Survey
June 3, 2021 Angelia Bottiani Summer Rare Plant Survey
September 20, 2021 Katie Bellon Focused Jurisdictional Assessment

Plant and animal species observed or otherwise detected were recorded in field notebooks. Animal
identifications were made in the field by direct, visual observation or indirectly by detection of calls,
burrows, tracks, or scat. Plant identifications were made in the field or in the lab through comparison
with voucher specimens or photographs. The locations of special status plant and animal species
incidentally observed or otherwise detected were mapped. Photographs of the site are included in
Appendix A, Representative Site Photographs.
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2.3 FOCUSED SPECIES SURVEYS

2.3.1 Rare Plant Surveys

HELIX biologist Angelia Bottiani conducted the surveys for special status plant species on the project site
on April 12 and June 3, 2021 (Table 1). Special status plant species include species that are: listed as
threatened or endangered by the USFWS or the CDFW; those with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1
through 4 as designated by the CNPS; and those that are listed as narrow endemic under the City
Biological Guidelines (City 2018) and covered by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997). The surveys
were conducted on foot and included 100 percent visual coverage of the project site. Special status
plant species encountered were mapped using a hand-held Global Positioning System (GPS) unit and/or
on an aerial photograph. Special status plant species were also opportunistically searched for during
other surveys, and their numbers and locations were recorded when they were encountered.

2.3.2 Torrey Pine Arborist Survey

HELIX International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist, Alexander Walsh (WE-12997A)
completed the Torrey pine (Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana) tree survey of the Torrey Pine survey area
(i.e., the project site and an additional 50 feet adjacent to the site, within the 100-foot survey area)
between January 4 and January 6, 2021 (Appendix G, Torrey Pine Arborist Report; Figure 6, Previous Site
Development Map [1980 Aerial]).

Each tree was located with sub-meter accuracy using a GPS unit, and the following data was collected:

Average tree canopy spread;

Tree height;

Tree trunk diameter at 54” above natural grade; Diameter at Breast Height; and

Tree health and vigor.

The Torrey pines surveyed within, directly abutting, and adjacent to the project footprint were
categorized as naturally-occurring Torrey pines or ornamental Torrey pines. The origin of each tree was
determined by overlaying the current tree survey data on historic aerial imagery that dates back to
1978. The 1978 aerial photograph shows the site as undeveloped, while the 1980 aerial photograph
illustrates that the majority of the project site was graded and devoid of vegetation and trees (Figure 6).
However, Torrey pines near the northern and eastern project boundaries remained intact after site
development in 1980. The historic aerial indicates all trees present before and during site development
in the early 1980s should be considered naturally-occurring, and those present within the 1980 impact
limits should be considered ornamental landscaping.

2.4 JURISDICTIONAL ASSESSMENT

A preliminary assessment of potential water and wetland resources that may be regulated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and CDFW was
conducted by Ms. Bellon concurrent to the general biological survey on January 4, 2021 (Table 1). Prior
to conducting fieldwork, aerial photographs (17=150’ scale), topographic maps (1"=150’ scale), and NWI

HELIX
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maps were reviewed to assist in determining the presence or absence of potential jurisdictional areas
within the project site. The purpose of the assessment was to identify and map water and wetland
resources potentially subject to USACE jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA; 33 USC 1344), RWQCB jurisdiction pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and State Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act, and streambed and riparian habitat potentially subject to CDFW jurisdiction
pursuant to Sections 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). The jurisdictional
assessment was also conducted to determine the presence or absence of City Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (ESL) wetlands and those meeting the single-parameter criteria for wetlands within the Coastal
Overlay Zone. Areas generally characterized by depressions, drainage features, and riparian and wetland
vegetation, were evaluated.

2.5 SURVEY LIMITATIONS

Noted animal species were identified by direct observation, vocalizations, or the observance of scat,
tracks, or other signs. However, the list of species identified is not necessarily a comprehensive account
of all species that utilize the project site, as species that are nocturnal, secretive, or seasonally restricted
may not have been observed. Those species that are of special status and have high potential to occur in
the project site, however, are still addressed in this report.

2.6 NOMENCLATURE

Nomenclature used in this report generally comes from the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997),
Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (2008) for vegetation; Jepson eFlora (2020) for plants; Society for the
Study of Amphibians and Reptiles (2020) for reptiles and amphibians; American Ornithological Society
(2020) for birds; and Bradley et al. (2014) and Tremor et al. (2017) for mammals. Plant species status is
from the CNPS’ Rare Plant Inventory (CNPS 2021), CDFW (2020a), and City (2018). Animal species status
is from the CDFW (2020b) and City (2018).

3.0 REGIONAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Biological resources within the project site are subject to regulatory administration by the federal
government, the state of California, and the City.

3.1 FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

3.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act

Administered by the USFWS, the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) provides the legal framework
for the listing and protection of species (and their habitats) that are identified as being endangered or
threatened with extinction. Actions that jeopardize endangered or threatened species and the habitats
upon which they rely are considered a “take” under the FESA. Section 9(a) of the FESA defines take as
“to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any
such conduct.” “Harm” and “harass” are further defined in federal regulations and case law to include
actions that adversely impair or disrupt a listed species’ behavioral patterns.

The USFWS designates critical habitat for endangered and threatened species. Critical habitat is defined
as areas of land that are considered necessary for endangered or threatened species to recover. The
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ultimate goal is to restore healthy populations of listed species within their native habitats so that they
can be removed from the list of threatened or endangered species. Once an area is designated as critical
habitat pursuant to the FESA, federal agencies must consult with the USFWS to ensure that any action
they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of the
critical habitat.

Sections 7 and 10(a) of the FESA regulate actions that could jeopardize endangered or threatened
species. Section 7 generally describes a process of federal interagency consultation and issuance of a
biological opinion and incidental take statement when federal actions may adversely affect listed
species. In this case, take can be authorized via a letter of biological opinion issued by the USFWS for
non-marine related listed species issues. A Section 7 consultation (formal or informal) is required when
there is a nexus between endangered species’ use of a site, and there is an associated federal action for
a proposed impact (e.g., the USACE would initiate a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS for impacts
proposed to USACE jurisdictional areas that may also affect listed species or their critical habitat).
Section 10(a) allows the issuance of permits for incidental take of endangered or threatened species
with the preparation of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) when there is no federal nexus. The term
“incidental” applies if the taking of a listed species is incidental to, and not the purpose of, an otherwise
lawful activity. An HCP demonstrating how the taking would be minimized and how steps taken would
ensure the species’ survival must be submitted for issuance of Section 10(a) permits. Pursuant to Section
10(a), the City was issued a take permit for federally listed species, with the exception of wetland
species, covered by its adopted MSCP Subarea Plan.

3.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

All migratory bird species that are native to the United States or its territories are protected under the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), as amended under the Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of
2004 (FR Doc. 05-5127). The MBTA is generally protective of migratory birds but does not actually
stipulate the type of protection required. In common practice, the MBTA is used to place restrictions on
the disturbance of active bird nests during the nesting season. In addition, the USFWS commonly places
restrictions on disturbances allowed near active raptor nests. As a regulatory requirement, the project
must comply with the regulations and guidelines of the MBTA.

3.1.3 Clean Water Act (Section 404)

Under Section 404 of the CWA, the USACE is charged with regulating the discharge of dredge and fill
materials into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. At the time this report was prepared, the definition of
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. is a broad meaning that includes special aquatic sites, such as wetlands.
Waters of the U.S., as defined by regulation and refined by case law include: (1) the territorial seas; (2)
coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, and streams that are navigable waters of the U.S., including their
adjacent wetlands; (3) tributaries to navigable waters of the U.S., including adjacent wetlands; and (4)
interstate waters and their tributaries, including adjacent isolated wetlands and lakes, intermittent and
ephemeral streams, prairie potholes, and other waters that are not a part of a tributary system to
interstate waters or navigable waters of the U.S., the degradation or destruction of which could affect
interstate commerce.

Section 401 of the CWA requires that any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity
that may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. must obtain a Water Quality Certification, or a waiver
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thereof, from the state in which the discharge originates. In California, the RWQCB issues Water Quality
Certifications.

3.2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

3.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act

Primary environmental legislation in California is found in CEQA and its implementing guidelines (State
CEQA Guidelines), which require that projects with potential adverse effects (or impacts) on the
environment undergo environmental review. Adverse environmental impacts are typically mitigated as a
result of the environmental review process in accordance with existing laws and regulations.

3.2.2 California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) established that it is state policy to conserve, protect,
restore, and enhance state endangered species and their habitats. Under state law, plant and animal
species may be formally designated rare, threatened, or endangered by official listing by the California
Fish and Game Commission. The CESA authorizes that private entities may “take” plant or wildlife
species listed as endangered or threatened under the FESA and CESA, pursuant to a federal Incidental
Take Permit if the CDFW certifies that the incidental take is consistent with CESA (CFG Code Section
2080.1[a]). For state-only listed species, Section 2081 of the CFG Code authorizes the CDFW to issue an
Incidental Take Permit for state-listed threatened and endangered species if specific criteria are met.
The City was issued a take permit for state listed species, with the exception of wetland species, covered
by its adopted MSCP Subarea Plan pursuant to Section 2081.

3.2.3 California Coastal Act

The California Coastal Commission (CCC), through provisions of the California Coastal Act of 1976, is
authorized to issue a CDP for projects located within the Coastal Zone. In areas where a local entity has a
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), the local entity can issue a CDP only if it is consistent with the LCP.
The CCC, however, has appeal authority for portions of LCPs and retains jurisdiction over certain public
trust lands and in areas without an LCP. The project site occurs in the Coastal Zone within the
boundaries of the City’s certified North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (Figure 4). Specifically,
the project site occurs within the University-La Jolla community plan areas of the North City LCP.

The California Coastal Act provides a definition of “environmentally sensitive area” as “any area in which
plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature
or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
development.” There are three important elements to the definition of an environmentally sensitive
habitat area (ESHA). First, a geographic area can be designated ESHA either because of the presence of
individual species of plants or animals or because of the presence of a particular habitat. Second, in
order for an area to be designated as ESHA, the species or habitat must be either rare or must be
especially valuable. Finally, the area must be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities. ESHA
shall include southern foredunes, Torrey Pine Forest, coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub,
maritime chaparral, native grassland, oak woodlands, coastal sage scrub and coastal sage/communities,
and any vegetation communities that support threatened or endangered species. Specific to ESHA, the
University-La Jolla LCP Addendum (City 1981) notes the fragility of the Torrey Pines State Reserve and
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adjacent canyons and provides general references to protecting against habitat degradation and
protecting against adverse impacts to the unique ecological and geologic nature of the park.

The California Coastal Act Section 30121 defines wetlands as lands within the coastal zone that may be
covered periodically or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater
marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. The CCC further established
a “one parameter definition” that requires evidence of a single parameter to establish wetland conditions:
“Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long enough
to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes, and shall also include
those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of
frequent and drastic fluctuations of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity, or high
concentrations of salts or other substances in the substrate” (CCR Title 14, Section 13577). The CCC’s
regulations specify several general decision rules for establishing the upland boundary of wetlands: (1)
the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with predominantly
mesophytic or xerophytic cover; (2) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that
is predominantly nonhydric; or (3) in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, the boundary
between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during years of normal precipitation, and land
that is not (CCC 2011).

3.24 Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) enacted a process by which plants are listed as rare or
endangered. The NPPA regulates the collection, transport, and commerce of listed plants. The CESA
followed the NPPA and covers both plants and animals determined to be endangered or threatened
with extinction. Plants listed as rare under NPPA were designated rare under the CESA.

3.25 California Fish and Game Code

The CFG Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of biological resources. Sections
1600 et seq. of the CFG Code require notification and, if required, a Streambed Alteration Agreement for
any activity that would alter the flow, change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any
perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral river, stream, and/or lake. Typical activities that require
notification include excavation or fill placed within a channel, vegetation clearing, structures for
diversion of water, installation of culverts and bridge supports, cofferdams for construction dewatering,
and bank reinforcement.

The CFG Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of biological resources. Pursuant
to CFG Code Section 3503, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any
bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto. Raptors and
owls and their active nests are protected by CFG Code Section 3503.5, which states that it is unlawful to
take, possess, or destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such
bird unless authorized by the CDFW. Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any
migratory non-game bird as designated in the MBTA. These regulations could require that construction
activities (particularly vegetation removal or construction near nests) be reduced or eliminated during
critical phases of the nesting cycle, unless surveys by a qualified biologist demonstrate that nests, eggs,
or nesting birds will not be disturbed, subject to approval by CDFW and/or USFWS. As a regulatory
requirement, the project must comply with the regulations and guidelines of the CFG Code.
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3.2.6 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCB regulate the discharge of waste into
waters of the state via the 1969 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne), as
described in the California Water Code. The California Water Code is the state’s version of the federal
CWA. Waste, according to the California Water Code, includes sewage and any and all other waste
substances, liquid, solid, gaseous, or radioactive, associated with human habitation, or of human or
animal origin, or from any producing, manufacturing, or processing operation, including waste placed
within containers of whatever nature prior to, and for purposes of, disposal.

State waters that are not federal waters may be regulated under Porter-Cologne. A Report of Waste
Discharge must be filed with the RWQCB for projects that result in the discharge of waste into waters of
the state. The RWQCB will issue Waste Discharge Requirements or a waiver. The Waste Discharge
Requirements are the Porter-Cologne version of a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

3.3 CITY OF SAN DIEGO

3.3.1 Environmentally Sensitive Lands

Impacts to biological resources in the City must comply with City ESL Regulations. The purpose of the
regulations is to “protect, preserve, and, where damaged restore, the environmentally sensitive lands of
San Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands.” Environmentally sensitive lands are
defined to include sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, coastal beaches, sensitive coastal bluffs,
and 100-year floodplains as defined by the City Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. In the
context of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, wetlands and Tier | through I1IB uplands are considered
sensitive habitat types. Southern maritime chaparral (including disturbed) is the only sensitive
vegetation community/habitat type mapped within the project site.

The ESL regulations require that impacts to wetlands be avoided unless the activities meet specific
exemption criteria established in the ordinance. Impacts to City-defined wetlands require approval of
deviation findings as required by ESL regulations. Impacts to wetlands must be mitigated in accordance
with Section 11I(B)(1)(a) of the Land Development Manual Biology Guidelines (City 2018). The ESL
regulations also require that buffers be maintained around all wetlands (as appropriate) to protect their
functions and values. Buffer widths may either be increased or decreased as determined on a case-by-
case basis, taking into consideration the size and type of project proposed, the sensitivity of the wetland
resource to detrimental edge effects, topography, specific functions and values of the wetland, as well
as the need for transitional upland habitat. In addition to restricting impacts to wetland habitats, the ESL
regulations restrict development within the MHPA, including required impact avoidance areas around
raptor nesting locations.

3.3.2 Multiple Species Conservation Program

In July 1997, the USFWS, CDFW, and City adopted the Implementing Agreement for the MSCP. This
program allows the incidental take of threatened and endangered species, as well as regionally-sensitive
species that are adequately conserved by the agreement (covered species). The MSCP designates
regional preserves that are intended to be mostly void of development activities, while allowing the
development of other areas subject to the requirements of the program. Impacts to biological resources
are regulated by City ESL regulations.
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The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997) has been prepared to meet the requirements of the California
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1992. This Subarea Plan describes how the City’s
portion of the MSCP Preserve, the MHPA, will be implemented. Indirect impacts to MHPA from adjacent
development are addressed in Section 1.4.3, Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (LUAGS). The LUAGs
provide requirements for land uses adjacent to the habitat preserve in order to minimize indirect
impacts from drainage, toxins, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush management, and grading
to the sensitive resources contained therein. Projects within or adjacent to the MHPA must demonstrate
compliance with the LUAGs.

The project site is adjacent to and partially within the MHPA. Consistency with the MSCP LUGAS is
described in Section 6.2.

3.3.3 Local Coastal Program

In March 1981, the San Diego City Council adopted the North City LCP Land Use Plan, revised in May
1985, and revised again in March 1987, which has been prepared to meet the requirement of the
California Coastal Act of 1976. Development within the Coastal Zone boundaries is subject to the City’s
LCP, Section 126.0702 City’s Municipal Code, and the California Coastal Act, and would be subject to a
CDP. The City acts as the local permitting authority for the issuance of CDPs for projects within its
Coastal Zone, with a few exceptions. There are areas of “deferred certification” where the state retains
its permitting authority. All projects in the Coastal Zone would require review for consistency with the
LCP and California Coastal Act prior to the issuance of a CDP. This would ensure that infrastructure
projects will be consistent with the LCP; individual components would require this review on a project-
by-project basis to ensure that there would not be adverse impacts.

The project site is located within the Coastal Zone (Figure 4) and within the boundaries of the North City
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (City 2005), which further details supplemental coastal
development policies. The project site does not occur within a floodplain area. Potentially wetlands
occur within the study area but are not within the project boundary or impact area. Jurisdictional
resources are subject to additional development policies under the City’s LCP.

4.0 RESULTS

4.1 REGIONAL CONTEXT

The project site is generally located within the Central Coast ecological region of the City of San Diego
(San Diego Natural History Museum 2014). Mean annual precipitation is approximately 13 inches, and
the mean annual temperature is approximately 62 degrees Fahrenheit. The frost-free season is 330 to
350 days.

The site is situated in the community of Torrey Pines in a mixed-use area. Surrounding land uses include
North Torrey Pines Road directly abutting the western boundary of the site, commercial development,
recreational development such as Torrey Pines Golf Course, and open space areas, including the Torrey
Pines State Nature Reserve (Figure 3). I-5 is located east of the site (Figure 1).
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4.2 DISTURBANCE

The majority of the project footprint is confined to existing developed areas of the National University —
La Jolla, California Academic Headquarters west of North Torrey Pines Road. Historical aerials of the site
indicated a paved reservoir was built on the western section of the project site sometime prior to 1953
(HistoricalAerials.com, 2021). Commercial development of the site originally occurred sometime
between 1978 and 1980, and the site was further developed in the mid-1980s.

4.3 TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS

The project site generally slopes from west to east. Along the eastern project boundary slopes increase
within undeveloped areas. Two soil types were mapped within the project site (USDA 2020; Figure 7,
Soils): Carlsbad gravelly loamy sand, 5 to 9 percent slopes, and Carlsbad gravelly loamy sand, 9 to 15
percent slopes. Elevation within the project site ranges from approximately 360 feet to 430 feet above
mean sea level.

4.4 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

A total of five vegetation communities/land cover types were mapped within the project site (Figure 8,
Vegetation Communities and Sensitive Resources). The numeric codes in parentheses following each
vegetation community/land cover type name are from the City Land Development Code Biology
Guidelines (City 2018), with further guidance from the Holland classification system (Holland 1986) and
as expanded by Oberbauer (2008). The communities/habitat types within the project site are presented
in Table 2, Existing Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types Within The Project Site by Tier.

Table 2
EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/LAND COVER TYPES
WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE!

Existing (acres)?
Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type! Habitat Outside Within Total
Tier MHPA MHPA
Southern Maritime Chaparral (37C00) I <0.1 0.1 0.1
Disturbed Southern Maritime Chaparral (37C00) I 0.7 0.2 0.9
Torrey Pine Forest (83140) I -- -- --
Non-Native Vegetation — Italian Stone Pine v 0.1 -- 0.1
Developed (12000) v 10.3 <0.1 10.4
Total 11.2 0.3 11.5

1 Vegetation categories and numerical codes are from Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (2008).
2 Acreages rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre for upland communities. Totals reflect rounding. Acreages shown in this table
represent existing vegetation communities inside and outside of MHPA prior to the MHPA boundary line correction further

discussed below.

Southern Maritime Chapaurral

Southern maritime chaparral is restricted to the weathered sands within the coastal fog belt in San
Diego County from La Jolla to Carlsbad. This low, fairly open, chaparral is dominated by wart-stemmed

ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and chamise (Adenostoma

fasciculatum). Additional species include evergreen buckthorn (Rhamnus ilicifolia), mission manzanita
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(Xylococcus bicolor), Nuttall’s scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia),
sawtoothed goldenbush (Hazardia squarrosa), and black sage (Salvia mellifera). Disturbed southern
maritime chaparral contains many of the same species with a higher proportion of non-native species
and signs of human disturbance.

This community occurs along the eastern boundary of the study area (Figure 8). A total of 0.1 acre of
southern maritime chaparral was mapped within the project site, which includes 0.1 acre within the
MHPA. A total of 0.9 acre of disturbed southern maritime chaparral was mapped within the project site,
including 0.2 acre within the MHPA.

Torrey Pine Forest

Torrey pine is the most restricted pine species in California. This species occurs in only two localities:
near Del Mar, where it is scattered for approximately 10 miles along the eroded coastal bluffs or marine
terraces, and a small coastal area on Santa Rosa Island. Maritime climate with low precipitation,
frequent fog, and sandstone derived soils are the important abiotic environmental factors that
characterize this community (Vogl 1977). In this open to moderately dense forest, individuals may reach
a height of 65 feet in sheltered localities but are much shorter in stature in exposed situations due to
wind-pruning (Holland 1986). The associated species include lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), laurel
sumac (Malosma laurina), wart-stemmed ceanothus, toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), sea dahlia
(Coreopsis maritima), coast spice bush (Cneoridium dumosum), chamise, mission manzanita, California
sagebrush (Artemisia californica), flat-topped buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum ssp. fasciculatum),
black sage (Salvia mellifera), and white sage (Salvia apiana).

Torrey pines planted following the site development in 1980 and maintained as ornamental landscaping
are not classified as Torrey Pine Forest.

This community occurs along the northern and eastern portions of the study area (Figure 8). No Torrey
Pine Forest was mapped within the project site; however, 1.5 acres were mapped within the study area,
which includes 1.0 acre within the MHPA.

Non-Native Vegetation - Italian Stone Pine

Non-native vegetation is a category describing stands of naturalized trees and shrubs, many of which are
also used in landscaping. Within the study area, non-native vegetation consists of a small area
dominated by Italian stone pine (Pinus pinea).

This community occurs in the southeastern portion of the project site (Figure 8). All 0.1-acre of non-
native vegetation (Italian stone pine) is located outside of the MHPA.

Developed

Developed land occurs where permanent structures and/or pavement prevent the growth of vegetation,
or where landscaping is clearly tended and maintained.

Developed land is the most prevalent land use within the project site totaling 10.4 acres, including less
than 0.1 acre, of which occurs within the MHPA. Developed land includes the existing National
University campus development, its associated landscaping and parking lots, and the shoulder of North
Torrey Pines Road (Figure 8).
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4.5 FLORA

A total of 58 plant species were documented during biological surveys for the project, of which 36
(61 percent) were native species and 25 (39 percent) non-native species (Appendix B, Plant Species
Observed).

4.6 FAUNA

A total of 14 animal species were observed or detected during biological surveys for the project,
including 13 bird and one amphibian species (Appendix C, Animal Species Observed or Detected).

5.0 SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.1 SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES

Special status plant species have been afforded special status and/or recognition by the USFWS, CDFW,
and/or the City (e.g., MSCP narrow endemic species), and may also be included in the CNPS Inventory of
Rare and Endangered Plants. Their status is often based on one or more of three distributional
attributes: geographic range, habitat specificity, and/or population size. A species that exhibits a small or
restricted geographic range (such as those endemics to a region) is geographically rare. A species may be
generally abundant but occur only in very specific habitats. Lastly, a species may be widespread but exist
naturally in small populations.

5.1.1 Special Status Plant Species Observed

Three special status plant species were observed in the project site during the general biological and
rare plant surveys: Nuttall’s scrub, wart-stemmed ceanothus, and Torrey pines.

None of these species are federally or state listed. Wart-stemmed ceanothus and Torrey pines are
covered under the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997). All three special status species observed have a
CRPR rank of 2B.2 or higher. A list of all plant species with the potential to occur is included in Appendix
D.

Nuttall’s scrub oak (Quercus dumosa)

Listing: --/--; CRPR 1B.1

Distribution: San Diego, Orange, and Santa Barbara counties; Baja California, Mexico.

Habitat: Chaparral with a relatively open canopy cover is the preferred habitat in flat terrain (also found
in coastal scrub). On north-facing slopes, may grow in dense monotypic stands. Sandy or clay loam soils.
Presence within the Project Site: A total of two individuals were documented within the project site.
One individual was documented in southern maritime chaparral within the southeast portion of the site,
and a second individual was mapped within the non-native vegetation that occurs within the southeast
portion of the site (Figure 8). The individual within the non-native vegetation habitat is an area with a
high degree of ornamental landscaping and irrigation. An additional 11 individuals were documented to
the east of the project site within the 100-foot additional study area (Figure 8).
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Wart-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus)

Listing: --/--; CRPR 2B.2; MSCP Covered

Distribution: Primarily San Diego County and Orange County. Uncommon in Riverside, San Bernardino,
and Marin Counties.

Habitat(s): Rocky slopes within chaparral, particularly southern maritime chaparral.

Presence within the Project Site: A total of two individuals were documented in the southern maritime
chaparral that occurs in the southeast portion of the project site (Figure 8). An additional 72 individuals
were documented adjacent to the project site within the 100-foot additional study area (Figure 8).

Torrey pine (Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana) — Naturally-Occurring

Listing: --/--; CRPR 1B.2; MSCP Covered

Distribution: Occurs in only two locations: along the coast near Del Mar (Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana)
and on Santa Rosa Island (P. t. ssp. insularis).

Habitat: Torrey pine woodlands and southern maritime chaparral.

Presence within the Project Site: A total of 193 Torrey pines were observed within the study area,
including 95 ornamental and 98 naturally-occurring Torrey pines (Appendix G, Torrey Pine Arborist
Survey Report).

Torrey pines were determined to be ornamental trees if they occurred within the 1980 limits of
disturbance, were planted, and occurred in an irrigated and landscape setting within the developed area
of the property (Figures 5 and 6). Ornamental Torrey pines were observed throughout the study area.
Torrey pines are considered naturally-occurring trees if they occur outside of the 1980 limits of
disturbance. All naturally-occurring Torrey pines were observed in the northern and northeastern
portions of the study area. A total of eight naturally-occurring individuals were present throughout the
northern portion of the project site (Figure 8). A total of 90 additional naturally-occurring Torrey pine
trees occur within the additional 100-foot study area outside and adjacent to the project site.

All naturally-occurring Torrey pines are located outside of the project boundary; however, eight
naturally-occurring Torrey pines are present within a raised planter bed just south of the northern
project boundary. These trees occur above the grade of the developed area to the south and are
contained by a large retaining wall. The project has been designed to avoid impacts to naturally-
occurring Torrey pines within the project site and vicinity.

5.1.2 Special Status Plant Species with High Potential to Occur

In addition to the Torrey pines, wart-stemmed ceanothus, and Nuttall’s scrub oak, a review of the
CNDDB report identified nine special status plant species with high potential to occur in the project
vicinity, i.e., within the 100-foot survey buffer (Figure 8). These include the following species: Lewis'
evening-primrose (Camissoniopsis lewisii), long-spined spineflower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina), San Diego sand aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. incana), Del Mar Mesa sand aster
(Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. linifolia), short-leaved dudleya (Dudleya brevifolia), golden Chaetopappa
(Pentachaeta aurea ssp. aurea), south Coast branching phacelia (Phacelia ramosissima var.
austrolitoralis), Cooper’s rein orchid (Piperia cooperi), and mountain sidalcea (Sidalcea neomexicana);
however, none of these species were observed during surveys of the site and survey area. The
conservation status, habitat, ecology and life history, and potential to occur for each special status
species are detailed in Appendix D (Appendix D, Special Status Plant Species Observed or With Potential
Occur).
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Dense chaparral that lacks openings in the canopy exists along the eastern and southern borders of the
project site and study area (Figure 6). The northern and northeastern portions of the study area are
comprised of an open understory where Torrey pines dominate the canopy. While these undeveloped
portions of the project site and study area contain undisturbed, sandy chaparral habitats, the eight
special status plant species listed above are herbaceous perennials or annuals that require openings
within the canopy to persist.

5.2 SPECIAL STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES

Special status animal species include those that have been afforded special status and/or recognition by
the USFWS, CDFW, and/or the City. In general, the principal reason an individual taxon (species or
subspecies) is given such recognition is the documented or perceived decline or limitations of its
population size or geographical extent and/or distribution, resulting in most cases from habitat loss.

5.2.1 Special Status Animal Species Observed or Otherwise Detected

No special status animal species were detected in the project site during biological surveys. A list of
animal species observed is included as Appendix C.

5.2.2 Special Status Animal Species with High Potential to Occur

Special status animal species with the potential to occur within the project site are included in Appendix
E, Special Status Animal Species Observed or With Potential Occur. They are grouped into invertebrates
and vertebrates (fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals) and are alphabetized by scientific
name. Three special status animal species that were not observed on the project site but were
determined to have high potential to occur include Belding’s orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis
hyperythra beldingi), San Diego tiger whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri), and Cooper’s hawk
(Accipiter cooperii).

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail and San Diego tiger whiptail are known to occur within coastal sage
scrub, chaparral, and riparian areas. As mentioned above, the project site and impact areas are almost
entirely developed; however, suitable chaparral habitat occurs along the eastern project site boundary
and in the southern portion of the site.

Cooper’s hawks inhabit forests, riparian areas, and more recently, suburban and urban areas nesting
within dense woodlands and forests and isolated trees in open areas. Suitable nesting and foraging
habitat for this species occur throughout the project site and study area. No additional species have a
high potential to occur, primarily due to the lack of suitable habitat and dense urban and residential
development in the area. Appendix F, Explanation of Status Codes for Plant and Animal Species, includes
explanations of sensitivity codes.

5.3 JURISDICTIONAL WATERS AND WETLANDS

No jurisdictional waters or wetlands occur within the project site. A storm drain outfall with a small,
approximately one foot wide, ephemeral drainage from the outlet is present, approximately 50 feet east
of the project boundary (Figure 8). The ephemeral drainage is likely to be considered waters of the U.S.
by the USACE, waters of the state by RWQCB, and unvegetated streambed by CDFW. Several arroyo
willow trees were observed at the eastern edge of the study area in association with the ephemeral
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drainage but are located entirely within the understory of the Torrey Pine Forest that occurs at the top
of an upland slope. The willows have established in the area as a result of the urban runoff from the
storm drain outfall that occurs at the top of the slope. Without the presence of the storm drain outfall
and directed flow of urban runoff in this area, willows would not have been able to establish on an
upland slope. Because the willows occur as a result of human activities in a historically non-wetland
area, they would be considered artificially created and do not meet the definition of a City wetland.

The several willow trees also would not be characterized as CCC wetlands for the following reasons: (1)
their location at the top of an upland slope is only being supported by the presence of a storm drain
outfall; (2) the water table is well below the surface in this area and would not support the growth and
establishment of the willow trees; (3) this area would not remain saturated during normal rainfall years
to support willows, in the absence of the storm drain outfall.

5.4 HABITAT CONNECTIVITY AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS

Wildlife corridors connect otherwise isolated pieces of habitat and allow movement or dispersal of
plants and animals. Local wildlife corridors allow access to resources, such as food, water, and shelter
within the framework of their daily routine. Regional corridors provide these functions over a larger
scale and link two or more large habitat areas, allowing the dispersal of organisms and the consequent
mixing of genes between populations. A corridor is a specific route that is used for the movement and
migration of species and may be different from a linkage in that it represents a smaller or narrower
avenue for movement. A linkage is an area of land that supports or contributes to the long-term
movement of animals and genetic exchange by providing live-in habitat that connects to other habitat
areas. Many linkages occur as stepping-stone linkages that are made up of a fragmented archipelago
arrangement of habitat over a linear distance.

A portion of a wildlife corridor and habitat linkage (Biological Core and Linkage Area [BCLA]) area bisect
the northeastern half of the proposed project site (Figure 4). This BLCA area was broadly defined as part
of the 1997 MSCP mapping, with the intent to define a regional corridor and linkage between Del Mar
Mesa, Los Pefasquitos Canyon, and Carmel Mountain areas to the east, with TPSR, Los Pefiasquitos
Lagoon, and coastal bluff habitat to the west. Much of the BCLA overlaps developed lands, including the
proposed project site. The eastern edges of the existing site contain native habitat that would support
wildlife movement, but the majority of the site is developed, which limits its value as a wildlife corridor.

6.0 MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION
PROGRAM CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

The following section details the project’s consistency with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan applicable
guidelines, management directives, and policies.

6.1 GENERAL PLANNING POLICIES AND DESIGN GUIDELINES -
SECTION 1.4.2 OF THE MSCP

The MSCP establishes specific guidelines that limit activities that occur within the MHPA. In general,
activities occurring within the MHPA must conform to these guidelines and, wherever feasible, should
be located in the least sensitive areas. Utility lines (e.g., sewer, water, etc.), limited water facilities, and
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other essential public facilities in compliance with policies found in Section 1.4.2 of the City’s MSCP
Subarea Plan are considered conditionally compatible with the biological objectives of the MSCP and are
thus allowed within the City’s MHPA.

The project was designed to avoid and limit impacts to environmentally sensitive lands, including the
MHPA, and sensitive biological resources; however, a small portion of the proposed project footprint
near the eastern project boundary will encroach into the MHPA (Figure 9, Vegetation and Sensitive
Resources/Impacts). Impacts within the MHPA are required to expand the capacity of the existing water
quality basin and prevent the discharge of toxins, chemicals, and other pollutants into the MHPA,;
therefore, impacts within the MHPA cannot be avoided. A boundary line correction, as discussed below,
will be required to ensure that the project is consistent with the MSCP.

6.1.1 Boundary Line Correction

The eastern project boundary overlaps slightly with the current placement of the MHPA. The City MSCP
and MHPA were initially developed and adopted in 1997 to delineate core biological resource areas and
corridors targeted for conservation (City 1997). While the project boundary supports disturbed southern
maritime chaparral habitat, these areas are clearly within the project boundary and were entirely
cleared and graded in 1980 during the initial property development (CDP F7919, C-16506, and CUP 83-
0600), approximately 17 years prior to the adoption and implementation of the MHPA (Figure 6).
Following the approval of the MHPA boundary line correction, the MHPA designation by the existing
communities/habitat types within the project site would be revised as shown on Figure 10, Vegetation
Communities and Sensitive Resources Post-Boundary Line Correction, and in Table 3, MHPA Boundary
Line Correction Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types within the Project Site.

Table 3
MHPA BOUNDARY LINE CORRECTION VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/
LAND COVER TYPES WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE

Pre-BLC Post-BLC
Vegetation Community/ Habitat (acres)? (acres)? Total
Land Cover Type! Tier Outside | Within Outside | Within | (acres)?
MHPA MHPA MHPA MHPA
Southern Maritime Chaparral (37C00) I <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1
Disturbed Southern Maritime I 0.7 0.2 0.9 -- 0.9
Chaparral (37C00)
Torrey Pine Forest (83140) I -- -- -- -- --
Non-Native Vegetation — Italian Stone v 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.1
Pine
Developed (12000) % 10.3 <0.1 10.4 -- 10.4
Total 11.2 0.3 11.4 0.1 11.5

1 Vegetation categories and numerical codes are from Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (2008).
2 Acreages rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre for upland communities. Totals reflect rounding.

Further justification for an MHPA boundary line correction ensuring the project’s consistency with the
MHPA is included in Appendix H, Multi-habitat Planning Area Boundary Line Correction Supporting
Documentation.
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6.2 LAND USE ADJACENCY GUIDELINES — SECTION 1.4.3 OF THE
MSCP

As mentioned in the section above, a portion of the project site is located within the MHPA and is,
therefore, subject to Land Use Adjacency Guidelines designed to minimize indirect impact to sensitive
resources contained in the MHPA and thus maintain the value of the preserve. The following sources
could cause indirect impacts to biological resources, including the MHPA: discharge of sediment or
toxins, noise, lighting, fugitive dust, trash, human and vehicular incursion into sensitive habitats, and
degradation of wetland and wetland buffer functions and values. These adjacency guidelines govern
indirect impacts from the following sources:

6.2.1 Drainage

All new and proposed development adjacent to the MHPA must not drain directly into the preserve, and
must prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials, and other
elements that might degrade or harm the natural environment or ecosystem processes within the MHPA.

The proposed project includes the repair and expansion of an existing water quality basin along the
eastern portion of the project. The water quality basin will capture water quality runoff from the site. In
addition, the project would replace a portion of the existing, above ground concrete v-ditch outfall with
a buried pipe, which would outfall into the remaining concrete v-ditch. No materials used in the
construction of the project will be toxic, and all fueling, repair, and maintenance of construction
equipment will take place outside of drainages and the MHPA.

6.2.2 Toxins

Land uses such as recreation and agriculture that use chemicals or generate byproducts that are
potentially toxic or harmful to wildlife, habitat, or water quality must incorporate measures to reduce the
impact of application or drainage of such materials into the MHPA.

The proposed project does not include land uses that would utilize chemicals or byproducts potentially
toxic or harmful to wildlife, habitat, or water quality.

6.2.3 Lighting

Lighting must be directed away from the MHPA and if necessary, adequately shielded to protect the
MHPA and sensitive species from night lighting.

The proposed project consists of new research buildings with exterior lights for safety. Exterior lighting
will be designed to shield the MHPA and sensitive species from night lighting. Project construction is
expected to occur during daylight hours. Should construction lighting be necessary, lighting would be
directed away from the MHPA and, if necessary, adequately shielded to protect the MHPA and sensitive
species from night lighting.

6.2.4 Noise

Uses adjacent to the MHPA must be designed to minimize noise that might impact or interfere with
wildlife utilization of the MHPA.

HELIX

Environmental Planning

17



Biological Technical Report for the One Alexandria North Project | August 2022

Construction noise from the proposed project has the potential to create a significant impact to raptors
and other sensitive species known to occur in the area. Implementation of project requirements
identified in Section 8.3 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.

6.2.5 Barriers to Incursion

New development adjacent to the MHPA may be required to provide barriers to redirect public access to
appropriate locations and reduce domestic animal predation in the canyon.

Barrier to incursions, such as fences, will be utilized along the eastern boundary of the project to deter
and redirect public access away from the MHPA. The proposed project is a commercial development;
therefore, domestic animal incursion and predation are not anticipated within MHPA.

6.2.6 Invasive Species
No invasive plant species shall be introduced into areas adjacent to the MHPA.

All equipment shall be clean and free of debris and mud prior to entering the project site to reduce the
potential for the introduction of invasive plant species. Furthermore, no invasive plant species will be
included in the project landscaping.

6.2.7 Brush Management

New development located adjacent to and topographically above the MHPA must be set back from slope
edges to incorporate Zone 1 brush management areas on the development pad and outside of the
MHPA. Zone 2 may be located in the MHPA upon granting of an easement to the City (or other
acceptable agency) except where narrow wildlife corridors require it to be located outside of the MHPA.
Zone 2 will be increased by 30 feet, except in areas with a low fire hazard severity rating where no Zone 2
would be required.

Portions of the proposed project where habitable premises are located within 100 feet of a structure
and contain native or naturalized vegetation are subject to brush management. No brush management
is required in locations where habitable premises are located more than 100 feet from native or
naturalized vegetation as discussed in the City Brush Management Regulations (San Diego Municipal
Code §142.0412). Brush management zones are illustrated on Figure 11, Brush Management.

The standard width for Zone 1 is 35 feet, and Zone 2 is 65 feet; however, discussions with the City have
determined that Zone 2 is not required as the property is currently in a Zone 1 condition. At the
narrowest, the northern portion of the project will implement a 44-foot wide Zone 1, with a minimum
10-foot space from the proposed structures and the adjacent Torrey pine canopies. Alternative
compliance measures, such as tempered widows, additional sprinklers, fire walls, and increased fire-
resistance rating of walls, will be implemented in locations where adequate brush management zones
are not achievable as permitted in the City Brush Management Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code
8142.0412) (Figure 11). The parking structure in the northern half of the project is not subject to brush
management, as the structure is not habitable; however, the habitable structure at the north end of the
structure will comply with brush management regulations.
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6.2.8 Grading/Land Development
Manufactured slopes associated with project development must be included in the project footprint.

All manufactured slopes associated with the project development will be included in the project
footprint.

6.3 GENERAL MANAGEMENT DIRECTIVES — SECTION 1.5.2 OF THE
MSCP

The following general management directives apply to the project, as outlined in Section 1.5.2 of the
City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997). The project will comply with these general management directives
as outlined below:

e Mitigation, when required as part of project approvals, shall be performed in accordance with
the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance and Biology Guidelines.

Project impacts to sensitive vegetation communities will be mitigated in accordance with the ratios
provided in Table 3 of the City’s Biology Guidelines (City 2018).

6.4 CONDITIONS OF COVERAGE FOR SENSITIVE SPECIES

Two MSCP-covered plant species were observed within the project site: wart-stemmed ceanothus and
Torrey pine. Two MSCP narrow endemic species, short-leaved dudleya, and one MSCP-covered plant
species and Del Mar Mesa sand aster, have a high potential to occur in the project vicinity. No MSCP-
covered animal species were observed within the project site; however, two MSCP-covered species
were determined to have a high potential to occur: Belding’s orange-throated whiptail and Cooper’s
hawk. The MSCP includes conditions for coverage for these species, which are discussed below.

Wart-stemmed Ceanothus

Wart-stemmed ceanothus was determined to be conserved under the MSCP because 67 percent of the
major populations would be conserved, and special management actions within preserve areas were
anticipated to increase the populations (City 1997). The MSCP’s conditions for coverage for wart-
stemmed ceanothus include the incorporation of the species in restoration and revegetation efforts
within appropriate habitat types. Additionally, area-specific management directives for the protected
populations within preserve areas must include specific measures to increase populations, address the
autecology and natural history of the species, and reduce the risk of catastrophic fire.

The proposed project would impact one wart-stemmed ceanothus and would comply with the
conditions for coverage for this species through replacement planting of at least two individuals within
the MHPA on-site or within the TPSR, in conformance with project requirements identified in Section
8.3.
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Torrey Pine

Torrey pine was determined to be adequately conserved under the MSCP because the single naturally-
occurring populations within Torrey Pines State Reserve were conserved and appropriately managed
(City 1997). There are no conditions for coverage for Torrey pine.

All of the naturally-occurring Torrey pine trees growing within and immediately adjacent to the project
site will be avoided during project construction. This will be accomplished through the implementation
of the following measures to ensure avoidance of naturally-occurring Torrey pine.

e The TPZ for all naturally-occurring Torrey pine trees will be included on all construction documents
and grading plans. The dripline of each naturally-occurring Torrey pine tree on-site and immediately
adjacent to the site will be flagged/fenced for avoidance to establish a TPZ. No equipment parking,
staging, or ground disturbance shall occur within the TPZ.

e Each avoided naturally-occurring Torrey pine tree on and immediately adjacent to the site will be
monitored by a certified arborist for a period of two years following construction to ensure that the
Torrey pine trees remain healthy. If the certified arborist determines that any naturally-occurring
Torrey pine trees do not survive as a result of construction activities, those trees would be replaced
at a 3:1 ratio.

e The replacement trees would be planted within the MHPA either on-site or adjacent to the site, and
would be monitored for a period of five years to confirm successful establishment, with the
corresponding success criteria being 100 percent survival, less than 15 percent weed cover, and no
irrigation for the final two years.

Short-Leaved Dudleya

Short-leaved dudleya is determined to be adequately conserved under the MSCP because 100 percent
of the major populations would be conserved (City 1997). The MSCP’s conditions for coverage for short-
leaved dudleya include area-specific management directives must include specific measures to protect
against detrimental edge effects to this species, species-specific monitoring, and maintenance of
surrounding habitat for pollinators. A site-specific monitoring plan and management plans/directives are
required for the populations on Del Mar Mesa, Carmel Mountain, and Crestview Canyon, which occur
outside of the project site.

The proposed project would comply with the conditions for coverage for this species through the
implementation of standard City requirements for construction in the vicinity of biological resources.
These requirements, identified in Section 8.3, would be included as conditions of project approval and
include a pre-construction survey for special status plant species within 20 feet of all anticipated project
impacts. In addition, orange construction fencing or equivalent will be placed along the limits of
disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats, including the flagging of special status plant
species. No impacts to suitable habitat are proposed; therefore, direct impacts to short-leaved dudleya
are not anticipated. The species has a moderate potential to occur adjacent to the project site; however,
this species was not observed during surveys within the study area. Barriers to incursion are proposed
along the northern and eastern boundaries of the project site, which would further reduce the potential
for indirect impacts to short-leaved dudleya that may occur adjacent to the project site.
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Del Mar Mesa Sand Aster

Del Mar Mesa sand aster was determined to be conserved under the MSCP because 48 percent of the
major populations, 57 percent of known localities, and 67 percent of potential habitat would be
conserved (City 1997). The MSCP’s conditions for coverage for Del Mar Mesa sand aster include area-
specific management directives that must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge
effects to this species and measures to reduce the risk of catastrophic fire.

The proposed project would comply with the conditions for coverage for this species through the
implementation of standard City requirements for construction in the vicinity of biological resources.
These requirements, identified in Section 8.3, would be included as conditions of project approval and
include a pre-construction survey for special status plant species within 20 feet of all anticipated project
impacts. In addition, orange construction fencing or equivalent will be placed along the limits of
disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats, including the flagging of special status plant
species. No impacts to suitable habitat are proposed; therefore, direct impacts to Del Mar Mesa sand
aster are not anticipated. The species has a high potential to occur adjacent to the project site; however,
this species was not observed during surveys within the study area. Barriers to incursion are proposed
along the northern and eastern boundaries of the project site, which would further reduce the potential
for indirect impacts to Del Mar Mesa sand aster that may occur adjacent to the project site.

Cooper’s Hawk

Cooper’s hawk is determined to be adequately conserved under the MSCP because 59 percent of
potential foraging and 52 percent of potential nesting habitat is being conserved, including conservation
of over 92 percent of the known populations (City 1997). The MSCP’s conditions for coverage include
300-foot-wide impact avoidance areas around active nests, and minimization of disturbance in oak
woodlands and oak riparian forests.

The project would not impact oak woodlands or oak riparian forests, as required by the MSCP, as
neither community occurs within the project site. As discussed in Section 5.2.2, nesting Cooper’s hawk
have a high potential to occur on and within the vicinity of the project site; therefore, compliance with
the conditions of coverage for Cooper’s hawk would be a condition of project approval. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted, and if nesting Cooper's hawk are detected, the 300-foot buffer would be
established.

Belding’s Orange-Throated Whiptail

The Belding’s orange-throated whiptail was determined to be conserved under the MSCP because 59
percent of the potential habitat and 62 percent of the known point occurrences would be conserved,
and habitat linkages between large blocks of protected lands would also be conserved in a functional
manner (City 1997). The MSCP’s conditions for coverage include measures to address edge effects.

Conditions of coverage for the Belding's orange-throated whiptail would be satisfied through the
implementation of standard City requirements for construction in the vicinity of biological resources.
These requirements identified in Section 8.3 would be included as conditions of project approval and
include placement of orange construction fencing, or equivalent, along the limits of disturbance
adjacent to sensitive biological habitats to reduce edge effects on this species.
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6.5 VERNAL POOL HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN CONSISTENCY

In October 2009, the USFWS and City entered into a Planning Agreement for the development of the
City’s Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP), covering vernal pool habitats and associated
species in the City (City 2019). This plan allows for the incidental take of the following seven threatened
and endangered species (VPHCP-covered species) that do not have federal coverage under the City’s
MSCP Subarea Plan:

San Diego fairy shrimp

- San Diego button-celery

- San Diego Mesa mint

- Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis)

- California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica)
- Otay Mesa mint (Pogogyne nudiuscula)

= Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni)

The VPHCP is compatible with the MSCP and expands upon the City's existing MHPA with the
conservation of additional lands that support vernal pools and vernal pool covered species. The City’s
Vernal Pool Management and Monitoring Plan outlines the VPHCP management and monitoring
strategy and how the City will implement it (City 2020). It provides a framework plan that outlines site-
specific management and monitoring actions for the vernal pool complexes that will be managed as part
of the MHPA to achieve the VPHCP objectives.

The proposed project is located outside of the VPHCP Preserve. Furthermore, no vernal pools or VPHCP-
covered species occur within the project’s study area. Soils mapped within the project’s study area are
gravelly sandy loam and unsuitable for the formation of vernal pools and seasonal ponds (Figure 4). The
proposed project would not result in any impacts to vernal pools, VPHCP-covered species, or VPHCP
preserve areas.

VPHCP Avoidance and Minimization Measures

The City’s VPHCP (City 2019) includes measures to avoid or minimize impacts to conserved vernal pools
adjacent to development in Section 5.2.1, Avoidance and Minimization Measures. These measures
provide requirements for land uses adjacent to the habitat preserve (VPHCP Hardline and MHPA) in
order to minimize indirect impacts to the VPHCP-covered species contained therein. The proposed
project does occur within or adjacent to VPHCP preserve areas or vernal pool resources; therefore,
these measures are not applicable to the project.

7.0 ANALYSIS OF PROJECT IMPACTS

This section describes potential direct and indirect impacts associated with the implementation of the
project. Direct impacts immediately alter the affected biological resources, such as when those
resources are eliminated temporarily or permanently. Indirect impacts consist of secondary effects of a
project, including drainage and toxins (water quality), lighting, noise, and invasive plant species.
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7.1 CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Appendix | of the 2018 City Biology Guidelines was used to determine the potential significance of
impacts on biological resources pursuant to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City 2018).
In addition to the Significance Thresholds provided in Appendix I, Initial Study Checklist, questions were
also considered in the evaluation of impact significance. A project would result in a significant or
potentially significant biological resources impact if it would result in:

« Asubstantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in the MSCP, VPHCP, or other local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS;

« Asubstantial adverse impact on any Tier | Habitats, Tier Il Habitats, Tier [lIA Habitats, or Tier l1IB
Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Manual or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
CDFW or USFWS;

« Asubstantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
riparian, etc.) through the direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

e Substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, or with an established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages
identified in the MSCP Plan, VPHCP, or impediment of the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

< A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, either within the
MSCP or VPHCP plan area or in the surrounding region;

e Anintroduction of land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse
edge effects;

< Aconflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; or

« Anintroduction of invasive plant species into a natural open space area.

7.2 IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

The proposed project would result in impacts to less than 0.1 acre of southern maritime chaparral,
0.3 acre of disturbed southern maritime chaparral, less than 0.1 acre of non-native vegetation, and
10.0 acres of developed area (Figure 9; Table 4, Impacts to Vegetation Communities). All impacts to
southern maritime chaparral (including disturbed) will require mitigation. No impacts will occur within
the MHPA.
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Table 4
IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES
Habitat Existing (acre)" Impacts | Remaining
Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Tier Outside Within (acre)? (acre)?
MHPA MHPA
Sensitive Upland Habitat
Southern Maritime Chaparral I <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1
Disturbed Southern Maritime Chaparral
(37C00) I 0.9 -- 0.3 0.6
Sensitive Upland Habitat Total 0.9 0.1 0.3 0.7
Non-sensitive Upland Habitat
Non-Native Vegetation — Italian Stone Pine % 0.1 -- <0.1 <0.1
Developed (12000)? VI 10.4 -- 10.0 0.4
Non-Sensitive Upland Habitat Total 10.5 -- 10.0 0.5
Total 11.4 0.1 10.3 1.2

1 All impacts will occur outside of the MHPA once the Boundary Line Correction has been accepted. Acreages rounded to the
nearest 0.1-acre; total reflects rounding.

Impacts to southern maritime chaparral are considered significant and require mitigation as required by
mitigation measure (MM) MM-BIO-1.

7.3 IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

The proposed project has been designed to occur within existing developed and disturbed areas
associated with previous development and avoid impacts to sensitive biological resources; however,
portions of the proposed project footprint would impact sensitive uplands habitats where special status
plant species have been documented. Project impacts on special status plant species are described
below.

7.3.1 Special Status Plant Species

Three special status plant species were observed in the project site during project surveys: wart-
stemmed ceanothus, Nuttall’s scrub oak, and Torrey pine. These species are not federally listed, state
listed, or City narrow endemic plant species. Nuttall’s scrub oak has a CRPR of 1B.1. Wart-stemmed
ceanothus and Torrey pine are both covered under the MSCP and have a CRPR of 2B.2 CRPR 1B.2,
respectively. Generally, impacts to plant species with a CRPR of 1 or 2 are considered potentially
significant. Impacts to wart-stemmed ceanothus and Torrey pines are described in further detail below.

The project has been designed to avoid direct impacts to naturally-occurring Torrey pine trees, and no
removals of naturally-occurring Torrey pine trees are expected. Potential impacts to naturally-occurring
Torrey pine trees could occur if construction activities impact the critical root zones (CRZs) of these
trees, which are defined as the ground area beneath the tree canopy. Potential impacts could occur
through compaction of the CRZ; damage to critical roots through pruning, trenching, or excessive grade
changes; and/or through damage to tree trunks and branches. Tree protection and general measures to
avoid and minimize impacts to naturally-occurring Torrey pines would be implemented as a condition of
approval.
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Tree protection zones (TPZs) for each naturally-occurring Torrey pine tree on, and immediately adjacent
to, the site would be established. A TPZ will help ensure that a tree is protected during construction, has
enough space for root and branch growth, and will receive adequate supplies of soil nutrients, air, and
water.

The proposed project would result in impacts to one wart-stemmed ceanothus individual outside of the
MHPA (Figure 9). Wart-stemmed ceanothus within the project site are part of a larger population that
occurs within the surrounding area and do not represent a geographically isolated or significant
population. These species are commonly found north and east of the site within the Torrey Pines State
Nature Reserve. Project impacts to individual wart-stemmed ceanothus would not jeopardize the
continued viability of the species within the region, as the species will continue to persist within the
project site and the surrounding preserved habitat; however, impacts to wart-stemmed ceanothus are
still considered significant and require mitigation.

Implementation of project requirements described in Section 8.3 during construction activities, which
include pre-construction surveys, flagging of individuals, and biological monitoring, would provide
additional protections for the species. Additionally, project requirements will ensure the impacted wart-
stemmed ceanothus is replaced at a minimum 2:1 ratio.

7.3.2 Special Status Animal Species

No special status animal species were detected within the project site during project surveys; however,
the project would result in impacts to sensitive uplands habitats where special status animal species
have the potential to occur. Three animal species were determined to have a high potential to occur:
Belding’s orange whiptail, San Diego tiger whiptail, and Cooper’s hawk. None of these species are
federally or state listed species, or City narrow endemic species. Belding’s orange-throated whiptail and
Cooper’s hawk are CDFW Watch List species and MSCP covered species. San Diego tiger whiptail is a
CDFW Species of Special Concern. Implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 8 during
construction activities will help to prevent potential impacts to the above-mentioned species.

The project could potentially impact Belding’s orange-throated and San Diego tiger whiptail individuals
through the operation of heavy equipment within and adjacent to suitable upland habitats with the
potential to support these species. Potential impacts to Belding’s orange whiptail and San Diego tiger
whiptail are considered less than significant as suitable habitat for these species would continue to be
preserved within the open space parcel. Furthermore, a sufficient amount of habitat for these species
has already been conserved within the surrounding area (i.e., MHPA and Torrey Pines State Nature
Reserve).

7.4 IMPACTS TO JURISDICTIONAL RESOURCES

The proposed project would replace an existing academic facility with a commercial development, and
no jurisdictional resources occur within the project site. No City or Coastal wetlands occur on-site or
within 100 feet of the project site. Therefore, the project would not impact jurisdictional resources and
would have any impacts to wetland buffers.
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7.5 WILDLIFE MOVEMENT AND NURSERY SITES

Although the majority of the site is developed, the northeastern portion of the project site is located
within an MSCP Core Linkage Area that was broadly defined in 1997 as part of the MSCP (Figure 4).
Wildlife habitat within the corridor/linkage is found along the northern and eastern portions of the
project site and directly adjacent to existing habitat. The proposed project will impact 0.3 acre of native
habitat along the eastern portion of the site, largely in association with the improvements to a water
quality basin and associated outfall replacement and improvement. The project would not sever
connectivity between any blocks of contiguous habitat and would not impede the movement of any
native, resident, or migratory fish or wildlife species; interfere with an established native, resident, or
migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan; and would not
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Furthermore, the implementation of barriers (i.e., fences
and walls) would not hinder wildlife movement within and adjacent to the site. During construction,
noise and disturbance from equipment may temporarily result in wildlife avoiding native habitats
directly adjacent to the footprint; however, there is substantial native habitat to the east of the site, and
project construction would not interfere with the overall use of the movement corridor. Therefore,
project impacts to wildlife movement and nursery sites would be considered less than significant.

7.6 CONFLICT WITH THE LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLANS

The project has been specifically designed to minimize impacts to biological resources addressed in the
City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (1997) and Land Development Code (2018). Implementation of mitigation
measures described in Section 8 would ensure project consistency with the MSCP, and that impacts to
species and ESL are avoided in accordance with Land Development Code requirements, as detailed in
Section 6.0 above. The project would not conflict with the local, regional, or state conservation plans.

7.7 ADVERSE EDGE EFFECTS ON THE MHPA

The project is subject to the City’s MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines designed to edge effects to
sensitive resources contained in the MHPA and thus maintain the value of the preserve, as described in
Section 6.2 above. Project impacts would occur in a small section of the MHPA in the eastern portion of
the project area; however, an MHPA boundary line correction justification is provided in Appendix H. No
changes to existing land use designations are anticipated through project implementation. In
accordance with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, the implementation of construction BMPs and
mitigation measures described in Section 8 will help ensure project consistency with the Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines. In addition, MHPA LUAGs would be made conditions of the project to help ensure
the project did not result in significant edge effects on the MHPA. The project would not result in
significant edge effects on the MHPA.

7.8 CONFLICT WITH ANY LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES
PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The project site is located adjacent to Torrey Pine Forest and southern maritime chaparral (including
disturbed), which are two of the communities categorized as ESHA, as described in Section 3.2.3. Three
sensitive species, naturally-occurring Torrey pine, wart-stemmed ceanothus, and Nuttall’s scrub oak,
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occur within these communities. Torrey Pine Forest and southern maritime chaparral are both
considered rare habitats, and both communities are easily disturbed/degraded by human activities.

The disturbed phase of southern maritime chaparral contains a greater amount of non-native species,
and these areas do not support sensitive plant or wildlife species. This community has already been
degraded and would not be considered to be easily degraded beyond its existing state. As a result of the
greater preponderance of non-native species, lack of sensitive species, and the disturbed and degraded
nature of this community, the disturbed phase of southern maritime chaparral is not considered to meet
the definition of ESHA.

As described in Table 4, the project would result in temporary impacts to less than 0.1 acre,
approximately 500 square feet, of proposed ESHA habitat, in the form of undisturbed southern maritime
chaparral. As stated in the City’s Biology Guidelines (City 2018), impacts to less than 0.1 acre of sensitive
upland habitats would be less than significant and do not require mitigation. Regardless, temporary
impacts would be restored and revegetated. These necessary impacts are the result of the outfall
associated with the water quality basin described in Section 6.2 above (Figure 9). These impacts would
constitute less than 0.5 percent of potential ESHA within the study area, and the impacts are necessary
to allow for the required water quality basin on the site.

The project will not conflict with the North City LCP because the temporary impacts to ESHA will be
revegetated following construction. The project will provide protection to the habitats within the Torrey
Pines State Reserve and would not conflict with any of the LCP Specific Language in the University-La
Jolla LCP Addendum related to ESHA (City 1981).

7.9 INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES

As described in Section 6.2.6 above, all equipment shall be clean and free of debris and mud prior to
entering the project site to reduce the potential for the introduction of invasive plant species, and no
invasive plant species will be included in project landscaping. The project would not result in the
introduction or spread of invasive plant species within the conserved area.

7.10 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Adverse cumulative impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project.
Projects which adhere to the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City 1997) are not expected to have significant
cumulative impacts to resources regulated and covered by these plans. The project would comply with
the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, Biology Guidelines (City 2018), and ESL Regulations; therefore, the project
would not result in significant cumulative impacts.

8.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts
resulting from project implementation to below a level of significance.

8.1 MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE UPLAND HABITATS

Mitigation for direct impacts to 0.3 acre of Tier | southern maritime chaparral (including disturbed) shall
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occur at a minimum 2:1 ratio. Mitigation ratios are in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines (City
2018) and assume all mitigation will occur outside of the MHPA (Table 5, Mitigation Requirements for
Impacts to Sensitive Communities). Implementation of the habitat mitigation requirements will reduce
the impacts to below a level of significance. Impacts to developed lands do not require mitigation.

Table 5
MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS FOR IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE COMMUNITIES

. e Total
Vegetation Community Hapltat Impacts® MItIgE:ltIZOH Mitigation
Tier Ratio : i
Requirement
Southern Maritime Chaparral (37C00, including disturbed) I 0.3 2:1 0.6
TOTAL 0.3 -- 0.6

1 All impacts will occur outside of the MHPA once the Boundary Line Correction has been accepted. Acreages rounded to the
nearest 0.1-acre; total reflects rounding.

2 Assumes all mitigation will occur outside of the MHPA at the Callan Road Mitigation Site (APN 340-010-45). Mitigation
outside of the MHPA for wou